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mended of which I took only two bottles. Today I am entirely well,” which
said statements regarding the curative and therapeutic effect of the said
article were false and fraudulent for the reason that it contained no ingredient
©or combination of ingredients capable of producing the effects claimed. Mis-
branding was alleged for the further reason that the statement appearing in
the said circular, written in Spanish, to wit, “ The Specific ¢ Giepsi Vemela’
before offered to the public was made to conform to the requirements of the
law of the United States of America, which will serve to increase the faith
and confidence of those patients who may use this medicine,” was false and
misleading.

On October 4, 1921, no claimant having appeared for the property, judgment
©of condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by the couri
that the product be destroyed by the United States marshal.

C. . MArviN, Acting Secretary of Agricullure.

108S85. Adulteration and misbranding of olive oil. U. S. v. 14 Cans of
Olive 0Oil. Default decree of condemnation, forfeiture, and sale
or destruetion. (F. & D. No. 15031, I, S, No. 6609-t. S, No. E-3371.)

On June 8, 1921, the United States attorney for the District of Connecticut,
acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the District Court
of the United States for said district a libel for the seizure and condemnation
of 14 cans of olive oil, remaining unsold in the original unbroken packages at
Waterbury, Conn., alleging that the article had been shipped by the Pan-Italian
Commission [Commercial] Co., New York. N. Y., on or about April 1, 1921,
and trangported from the State of New York into the State of Connecticut, and
charging adulteration and misbranding in violation of the Food and Drugs
Act. The article was labeled in pari: “ Montone Brand * * * Pure Italian
Olive Oil Extra Virgin * * =2

Adulteration of the article was alleged in substance in the libel for the
reason that peanut oil had been mixed and packed therewith so as to reduce
and lower and injuriously affect its quality and strength and had been sub-
stituted wholly or in part for the said article, and for the further reason that
it had been mixed in a manner whereby damage and infariority were concealed.

Misbranding was alleged in substance for the reason that the labels of the
cang containing the article bore the following statements, designs, words, and
devices, “ Olio Di Oliva Di Qualita Extra $uperiore Garentito Sotto Analisi
Chimica Net Contents One Gallon * * * Pure Italian Olive Oil Extra
Virgin” and a design showing olive pickers, which said statements, designs,
devices, and words were intended to be of such a character as to induce the
purchaser to believe that the said product was olive oil, when, in truth and in
fact, it was not. Misbranding was alleged for the further reason that the
article was an imitation of and offered for sale under the distinctive name of
another article, to wit, olive oil.

On September 16, 1921. no claimant having appeared for the property, judg-
ment of condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by the
court that the product be sold by the United States mnarshal, or destroyed if
such sale could not be speedily effected.

C. . MarviN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

10886. Misbranding of olive 0il and salad oil. U, S, v. 37 Cans and 6 Cans
of Olive O0il and 40 Cans of Salad 0Oil. Default deerees of con-
demnation, forfeiture, and sale or destruction. (F. & D. Nos. 15100,
15101, 15102. I. 8. Nos. 7002—t, 7003—t, 6699—t. S. Nos. E-3400, E-3402.)

On June 29, 1921, the United States attorney for the District of Connecticut,
acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the District

Court of the United States for said district libels for the seizure and con-

demnation of 37 quart cans and 6 gallon cans of olive oil and 40 gallon cans

of salad oil, remaining unsold in the original unbroken packages at Greenwich,

Stamford, and Waterbury, Conn., respectively, alleging that the articles had

been shipped by the Southern Importing Co., New York, N. Y., on or about

May 4, May b, and May 14, 1921, respectively, and transported from the State

of New York into the State of Connecticut, and charging misbranding in viola-

tion of the Food and Drugs Act, as amended. The olive oil was labeled in

part: “Sico Brand Extra Fine Olive Oil * * * Packed by Southern Im-

porting Co., N. Y. * * *_ 1 Quart Net” (or “1 Gallon Net”). The salad

oil was labeled in part: “ Il Famoso Olio per Insalata Medaglie Universali

Cotton Salad Oil 1 Gallon Net.”
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Misbranding of the articles was alleged in substance in the libels for the
reason that the cans containing the same each bore a certain statement, to wit,
“One Quart Net” or ‘“One Gallon Net,” as the case might be, which said
statement was false and misleading and deceived and misled the.purchaser.
Misbranding was alleged for the further reason that the articles were food in
package form, and the quantity of the contents was not plainly and conspicu-
ously marked on the outside of the packages.

On September 16 and October 5, 1921, respectively, no claimant having ap-
peared for the property, judgments of condemnation and forfeiture were en-
tered, and it was ordered by the court that the products be sold by the Uniled
States marghal, or destroyed if such sale could not be speedily effected.

C. F. MarviN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

10887. Adulteration and misbranding of camin seed. U. 8. v. 2 Barrels of
Cumin Seed. Default decree of condemnation, forfeiture, and de-~
struction. (F, & D. No. 15416, I. S. No. 905-t. 8. No. C-3263.)

On October 6, 1921, the United States attorney for the Southern District of
Ohio. acting upon a.report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the D’strict
Court of the United States for said district a libel for the seizurc and con-
demnation of 2 barrels of cumin seed, returned by the original consignee, Sep-
tember 16, 1921, and remaining unsold in possession of the Heekin Co., Cin-
cinnati, Ohio, alleging that the article had been shipped from Indianapolis, Ind.,
and transported from the State of Indiana into the State of Ohio, and charg-
ing adulteration and misbranding in violation of the Food and Drugs Act.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel Tor the reason that sand
and grit had been mixed and packed with and substituted in part for the said
article.

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the article was offered for sale
under the distinctive name of another article, to wit, cumin seed.

On January 28, 1922, no claimant having appeared for the property, judg-
ment of condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by the
court that the product be destroyed by the United States marshal.

C. F. MarvinN, Acting Secretary of Agriculiure.

10888. Misbranding of molasses. U. S, v. Alexander Molasses Co., a Corpo-~
ration. Plea of guilty, Fine, $200 and costs. (F. & D. No. 15443.
1. S. Ncs. 10852—t, 10853-t.)

On January 14, 1921, the United States attorney for the Southern District of
Ohio, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the Dis-
triect Court of the United States for said district an information against the
Alexander Molasses Co., a corporation, trading at Cincinnati, Ohio, alleging
shipment by said company, in violation of the Food and Drugs Act, as amended,
on or about October 4, 1920, from the State of Ohio into the State of Califor-
nia, of quantities of molasses which was mishranded. The article was labeled
in part: “ Dove Brand * * % Molasses No. 5 Can. Contains 4 Lbs. 10 Oz.
Avd.” (or “No. 10 Can Contains 9 ILbs. 3 Oz. Avd.”) “ Alexander Molasses
Company General Offices, Chicago.”

Examination of samples of the art'cle by the Bureau of Chemistry of this
department showed that the average net weight of 100 of the small cansg was
4 pounds 7.48 ounces, and that the average net weight of 70 of the large cans
was 8 pounds 7.29 ounces.

M'sbranding of the article was alleged in substance in the information for
the reason that the statements, to wit, “ Containg 9 Lbs. 3 Oz. Avd.” and
“ Contains 4 Lbs. 10 Oz. Avd..” borne on the labels attached to the respective-
sized cans containing the article, regarding the said article, were false and
misleading in that the said statements represented that each of the said cans
contained not less than 9 pounds 8 ounces or 4 pounds 10 ounces, as the case
might be, of the article, and for the further reason that it was labeled as
aforesaid so as to deceive and mislead the purchaser into the belief that each
of the said cans contained 9 pounds 3 ounces or 4 pounds 10 ounces, as the case
might be, of the said article, whereas, in truth and in fact, each of said cans
did contain less of the said article than the amount stated on the said labels.
Misbranding was alleged for the further reason that the article was food in
package form, and the quantity of the contents was not plainly and conspicu-
ously marked on the outside of the said packages.

On June 30, 1922, a plea of guilty to the information was entered on behalf
of the defendant company, and the court imposed a fine of $200 and costs.

C. F. MARvIN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.



